Does Board Education Diversity Affect Environmental Accounting Disclosure? Evidence from Listed Firms in Kenya by Kipngetich, Tarus John et al.
SEISENSE Journal of Management 
Vol 2 No 6 (2019): DOI: https://doi.org/10.33215/sjom.v2i6.217 , 17-29 
Research Article 
 
17 
Does Board Education Diversity affect 
Environmental Accounting Disclosure? Evidence 
from Listed Firms in Kenya  
Tarus John Kipngetich 1*, Ronald Bonuke 2, Joel Tenai 3 
1,2,3 Moi University, Kenya  
* Corresponding author: jktarus47@gmail.com 
Article History 
Purpose- The purpose of this study was to examine the effect of 
board education diversity on environmental accounting disclosure 
among firms listed in the Nairobi Security Exchange. 
Design/Methodology- The study adopted both explanatory and 
longitudinal research design. The target population comprised 65 
listed firms at Nairobi Securities Exchange from 2008 to 2017. 
However, inclusion criteria were the 27 listed firms from 2008 to 
2017, giving a total of 270 observations. A documentary analysis 
guide was used to collect secondary data. 
Findings- The findings showed that board education had a 
significant and positive impact on environmental accounting 
disclosure. The findings validate the human capital theory's 
proposition. 
Practical Implications- Firms listed at the Nairobi Securities 
Exchange ought to diffuse the education level of the board of 
directors to increase the level of environmental accounting 
disclosure. Besides, their boards should be well educated and 
experienced to enhance disclosure of environmental accounting. 
Received 2019-08-30 
Revised 2019-09-24 
Revised 2019-10-10 
Accepted 2019-10-11 
Published 2019-10-14 
Keywords 
Board of Education Diversity 
Environmental Accounting Disclosure 
Human Capital 
How to cite? 
Kipngetich, T. J., Bonuke, R., & Tenai, J. 
(2019). Does Board Education Diversity 
affect Environmental Accounting 
Disclosure? Evidence from Listed Firms in 
Kenya SEISENSE Journal of 
Management, 2(6), 17-29. doi: 
10.33215/sjom.v2i6.217 
Copyright © 2019 The Author(s) 
 
 
SEISENSE Journal of Management 
Vol 2 No 6 (2019): DOI: https://doi.org/10.33215/sjom.v2i6.217 , 17-29 
Research Article 
 
18 
Introduction 
Environmental accounting (Bassey, Effiok, & Eton, 2013) is designed to provide data for assessing the conduct 
of a company towards its setting and the financial impact of such action. Environmental management 
accounting is a collection of methods and techniques that can be used to gather and provide management 
information on the shared connection between the business and the environment (Debnath, Bose, & Dhalla, 
2011). Environmental accounting and reporting enhance the quality of decision-making. It allows the 
corporations to set objectives to reduce major environmental indicators such as greenhouse emissions, gas 
emissions, power use, resource use (Beredugo & Mefor, 2012). Through environmental accounting and 
reporting, firms understand the need to change unsustainable consumption, unfavorable patterns of production, 
thereby protecting and managing natural resources available. Also, accounting data is vital for accountability, 
comparability, and probity. However, the unavailability of such data could be tantamount to being biased, non-
transparent, fraudulent, and risk-prone. The situation may dissuade patronages from customers, vendors, 
investors, surrounding communities and possible public sanction that becomes aware of the contribution of an 
organization to sustainable growth. 
While disclosure of environmental accounting is already a common trend in big, small, and medium-sized 
companies (Chan & Welford, 2005; Sahay, 2004) it does not address these issues on their accounting reporting, 
it is, in fact, a challenge for companies whose present environmental focus is presented in financial terms (Cho 
& Patten, 2007; Lamberton, 2005). Furthermore, corporate accounting reporting, usually reveals its good 
business practices that ensure business sustainability to contribute to the maximization of shareholder value, 
but nothing related to the environment's bad business practices (Chan & Welford, 2005). However, there is a 
peril of transmitting a false image of company accounts, highlighting they are positively managed (Lamberton, 
2005). Furthermore, environmentally sensitive industries face increased societal pressure as they are more likely 
to be associated with visible environmental concerns, such as greenhouse gas emissions and environmental 
disaster risk (da Silva Monteiro & Aibar‐Guzmán, 2010).  Consequently, if environmentally sensitive companies 
do not reveal adequate environmental data, disturbing responses between environmental pressure groups and 
governments may be unbridled. The most notable problems of corporate governance over the past decades 
(Garas & ElMassah, 2018) has been the variety of executives and board members; hence, corporate disclosure. 
Since boards of directors are accountable for disclosure procedures, they need to be conscious that appropriate 
disclosure of data is crucial to assess investment potentials and risks (Garas & ElMassah, 2018), it is anticipated 
that diverse boards disclose value-relevant data to stakeholders to enhance decision-making processes.  
Board’s capability is another characteristic included in previous studies, too, based on the premise that 
knowledge and skills ensure better monitoring, resulting in higher disclosure. However, other studies suggest 
that board potential could be evaluated using the following features: knowledge and skills to adequately monitor 
an organization (Nicholson & Kiel, 2004), legitimacy and the ability to connect the company to key stakeholders 
and other relevant parties (Ong & Wan, 2008), professional accounting and financial knowledge to report in a 
more simple way, experience measured from a diverse background and management of other unconnected 
businesses (Westphal & Milton, 2000),  hoping that board oversight and decision-making should be improved. 
Furthermore, based on the results of (Chiang & He, 2010; Rozaini Mohd Haniffa & Cooke, 2002), board 
members with higher academic backgrounds are anticipated to have better general knowledge, while those 
holding dual roles are anticipated to have better corporate understanding and experience and should, therefore, 
be prepared to guarantee greater disclosure of company information. Professional knowledge has been proved 
to provide better oversight, fair, and adequate levels of corporate disclosure data. Nevertheless, the influence 
of board diversity on disclosure practices still remains largely unexplored and requires further research since a 
firm disclosure strategy is critical in meeting the data requirements of its shareholders and thus reducing 
information asymmetries in capital markets (Chiang & He, 2010; Rozaini Mohd Haniffa & Cooke, 2002). This 
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issue is key for understanding the merits of board diversity as the prior literature largely assumes that voluntary 
disclosures help improve transparency and enhance company results and market efficiency. 
In both developed and developing economies, disclosure of environmental accounting has become a significant 
problem. This is because statistics demonstrate that many organizations tend to reveal their data to achieve 
reputation, visibility, credibility, and legitimacy. Although recent studies have documented that firm-specific 
attributes such as ownership concentration, asset tangibility, and leverage are associated with environmental 
accounting disclosure, little is known about the board education diversity mechanism underlying the relations. 
Literature Review 
The previous study (Ajinkya, Bhojraj, & Sengupta, 2005; Cormier, Ledoux, & Magnan, 2011; Dunstan, 2008; 
Gul & Leung, 2004) has recognized the association of strong corporate governance with enhanced transparency 
and reliable disclosure. The corporate governance principles developed by the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development (OECD) provide a framework for proper practice and represent a set of 
voluntary suggestions for corporations in all major business ethics fields, including environment and accounting 
disclosure. A corporation implementing OECD environmental disclosure rules should consider providing a 
certain quantity of environmental reporting (Abu-Tapanjeh, 2009). However, it has been argued that corporate 
governance (Gibbins, Richardson, & Waterhouse, 1990; Roszaini M Haniffa & Cooke, 2005) plays a significant 
role in determining the disclosure needed to meet the data requirements of different stakeholders as it is the 
board of directors that manages the disclosure of data in annual reports. 
Nonetheless, (Gul & Leung, 2004) argued that failure to include features of corporate governance might 
account for the inconsistency and inconclusiveness that characterizes the outcomes of corporate social and 
environmental disclosure research. Furthermore, the primary objective of the present study is to empirically 
examine the effect of board education diversity on the environmental accounting disclosure of listed firms in 
the Nairobi Securities Exchange, while controlling for corporate size and board size. (Donald C Hambrick & 
Phyllis A Mason, 1984) Argued that a person's educational background suggests the knowledge and abilities of 
an individual. Moreover, Several scholars argue that education background is a pure reflection of information 
diversity (Dahlin, Weingart, & Hinds, 2005; Williams & O'Reilly III, 1998). Therefore, the board diversity in 
educational level can indicate the variety of knowledge and skills in the board of directors. (Cohen & Levinthal, 
1990) Argued that the accumulation of knowledge enables a person to learn or develop problem-solving skills 
more rapidly. 
Nonetheless, directors may not possess all the necessary knowledge and skills, yet as a group, they may since 
the board can gather perspectives, connections, and efforts (Kor & Sundaramurthy, 2009). Accordingly, 
extremely diverse board in terms of education levels offers a robust knowledge base and enhances the capacity 
to grow since the likelihood of finding familiar data is greater. Previously, scholars studied the educational level 
and prestige of academic organizations to examine the impact on behavioral values and directors' decision-
making (Johnson, Schnatterly, & Hill, 2013). However, (Johnson et al., 2013) suggest that the variation in 
educational background characteristics may illustrate the presence of the fundamental social or cognitive 
construct. Consequentially, (Mahadeo, Soobaroyen, & Hanuman, 2012) found that the educational background 
has a significant impact on the disclosure levels. 
Theoretical Review 
This research was anchored on the theory of human capital. According to (Terjesen, Sealy, & Singh, 2009) 
argued that human capital theory is derived from the work of (Becker, 1964, 2009) that explores, how education, 
experience, and skills of people inside the company can positively influence the performance and disclosure 
practices of that corporation. Besides, the diversity of the members of the board of directors is linked to unique 
SEISENSE Journal of Management 
Vol 2 No 6 (2019): DOI: https://doi.org/10.33215/sjom.v2i6.217 , 17-29 
Research Article 
 
20 
human capital for the organization. The human capital theory adds to some of the concepts linked to the board 
diversity, whic,h in its’ turn is derived from the resource dependence theory. One question raised by the fact 
that women and ethnic minorities have unique human capital is the assertion that women lack the right human 
capital for directorships. Consequently, the theory asserts that board diversity influences company efficiency 
hence influencing environmental disclosures. 
According to (Hillman & Dalziel, 2003), board members' knowledge and abilities affect the efficacy of 
monitoring and resource delivery roles. The board members' knowledge and skills are also linked to the board 
members' human capital. Human capital is described as expertise, skills, competences, and other characteristics 
embodied in economically appropriate people (OECD & Innovation, 1998). Furthermore, (Becker, 2009), 
believes that the primary forms of human capital to be education and on-the-job training. Examples of human 
capital are the education and experience of board members possess. The board members bring distinctive 
human capital to the board because they have distinct educational levels and other experiences (Kesner, 1988).  
The board of directors is diversified by the unique human capital; however, due to distinctive new opinions and 
knowledge, decision-making will be enhanced (Fagan, Menèndez, & Ansón, 2012). Based on the human capital 
theory, the higher the board diversity in the organization, the higher the disclosure levels. Accordingly, the 
theory is relevant to the study because corporate disclosure of information such as environmental disclosure is 
influenced by the diversity of the board's unique human capital (Carter, D'Souza, Simkins, & Simpson, 2010). 
Hypothesis Development  
Board education diversity is viewed as an indicator of the director's knowledge, cognitive orientation, and skill 
base (Donald C. Hambrick & Phyllis A. Mason, 1984). Previous researches document that a high level of 
education among directors on the boards results in a greater ability to adopt new ideas and to accept innovations 
(Guthrie & Parker, 1990; Miller & del Carmen Triana, 2009; Wally & Baum, 1994), a broader view and larger 
breadth of understanding (Post, Rahman, & Rubow, 2011). More diverse boards possess a more diverse 
knowledge base and the perspectives necessary to develop and evaluate solutions to complex problems (Milliken 
& Martins, 1996; Van der Walt & Ingley, 2003; Van der Walt, Ingley, Shergill, & Townsend, 2006). An educated 
director can have a broader perspective and superior pattern of thinking and, thus, is more likely to understand 
the wider interests of various stakeholders (Welford, 2007).  
According to (Donald C. Hambrick & Phyllis A. Mason, 1984) argued that the director’s educational 
qualifications are indicative of their knowledge, cognitive orientation, and skill base within the organization. 
Research shows that directors who are more formally educated are likely to adopt new ideas, accept innovations 
(Guthrie & Parker, 1990; Wally & Baum, 1994) and entertain a broader view of ideas (Post et al., 2011). Board 
members with diverse educational qualifications can, therefore, evaluate a range of solutions to a given problem 
before making any decision (Donald C Hambrick & Phyllis A Mason, 1984; Milliken & Martins, 1996). 
However, there is a downside to having board members with diversity in education; it leads to greater turnover, 
and higher coordination and integration costs stemming from conflicts that can arise from this diversity 
(Milliken & Martins, 1996). 
According to (Hafsi & Turgut, 2013), board diversity creates a crucial contribution to knowledge. Examining 
the impact of two-dimensional board diversity on the social performance of S&P 500 listed companies, they 
find that board diversity is statistically relevant and favorably linked to social disclosures, and that board diversity 
does not have a substantial impact on social disclosures. Equally, (Bear, Rahman, & Post, 2010; Fernandez‐
Feijoo, Romero, & Ruiz‐Blanco, 2014; Post et al., 2011) documented the positive connection between 
disclosure (such as social and environmental disclosure or voluntary disclosure) and the board of directors' 
demographic characteristics such as gender diversity  and education diversity (Akhtaruddin & Rouf, 2012). 
However, based on the theory of resource dependency, board members are important strategic resources for 
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an organization and contribute largely to corporate social disclosures. In the work of (Harjoto, Laksmana, & 
Lee, 2015; Katmon, Mohamad, Norwani, & Al Farooque, 2019), respectively, both reported a positive 
association between diversity at the educational level and disclosure of corporate social responsibility. Thus, the 
study hypothesized that; 
Ho: There is no significant relationship between board education diversity and environmental accounting 
disclosure of listed firms in Kenya. 
Control Variables 
In various empirical financial research, firm size and board size appear as control variables.  Several empirical 
research discovered substantial proof of a favorable link between the size of the business and the level of social 
and environmental disclosure (Milanés-Montero & Pérez-Calderón, 2011; Suttipun & Stanton, 2012; Zeng, Xu, 
Yin, & Tam, 2012). Again bigger firms are more prone to disclose environmental accountings than smaller 
firms to avoid punitive measures from regulators and reduce the danger of the regulation (Burgwal & Vieira, 
2014). However, (Brammer & Pavelin, 2008) studied the quality of voluntary disclosures in the UK’s industrial 
sector and analyzed the determinants of the disclosure. Findings showed that the quality of disclosures is 
influenced by larger companies and the nature of operations. However, previous literature has attempted to 
clarify why firm size is directly linked to the disclosure of the environment. The first rationale deals with the 
cost of generating environmental information. (da Silva Monteiro & Aibar‐Guzmán, 2010)Argued that the cost 
of reporting environmental accounting is high, so that small business cannot afford it out of their restricted 
resources. Therefore, bigger businesses may have adequate funds to afford users of their annual reports the 
price of reporting data. However, (Patten, 2002) discovered that corporate environmental reporting might not 
be a critical determining factor in company size. The fundamental argument is that a favorable link exists 
between company size and the extent of disclosure of the environment.  
Previous findings have shown inconsistency relationship between board size and environmental disclosure level 
(Mahmood, Kouser, Ali, Ahmad, & Salman, 2018), while some studies show a favorable association between 
board size and environmental disclosure level  indicated that the rise in board size might involve extra costs, 
leading to communication difficulties between employees, and that weaker choice is generally linked with large 
corporations (Ienciu, Popa, & Ienciu, 2012; Mahmood et al., 2018; Trireksani & Djajadikerta, 2016; Victor 
Chiedu & Fodio, 2012). Additionally, the rise in membership includes a control weakness. This is due to 
differences of opinion between its members. According to (Htay, Rashid, Adnan, & Meera, 2012), indicated 
the absence of this relationship between environmental accounting disclosure and board size. 
Research Methodology  
The study used positivism, which according to (Zikmund, Babin, Carr, Adhikari, & Griffin, 2013), gives the 
researcher the freedom to choose techniques, methods, and procedures that best suit their needs and purposes. 
In this regard, the current study's knowledge about the phenomena under investigation, environmental 
disclosure, and corporate governance are gathered through quantitative measurement using content analysis of 
a sample of Kenya corporate annual reports. This study used a combination of explanatory and longitudinal 
research design.  However, in this study, the accessible population comprised of 27 listed firms from 
Manufacturing, Agriculture sector, Constructions & Allied, Energy & Petroleum and Automobiles and 
Accessories listed in Nairobi stock exchange (NSE, 2017). The plausible explanation was that these firms are 
likely to pollute the environment. Therefore, the study’s inclusion criteria were the 27 listed firms from 2008 to 
2017. The data collection instrument used in this study is a document analysis guide. 
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Measurement of variables  
However, the environmental disclosure score was determined by assigning dummy scores depending on the 
presence and specificity of the data based on the environmental disclosure index. If the company discloses 
information about the particular item, we assigned 1 or otherwise 0. Then we calculated each company's 
environmental disclosure score value as the ratio of total calculated disclosure scores to the maximum possible 
scores (total number of items included in the index). While board education, diversity was measured using the 
Herfindahl index. Table 1 presents the measurement of the study variables. 
Table 1 - Measurement variables 
Variable Name  Measurement  Author(s) 
Dependent Variable  
Environmental 
Accounting Disclosure  
Environmental accounting disclosures was 
measured by framing a list of items called 
environmental disclosure index (EDI) which is 
primarily based on the Global Reporting Initiative 
(GRI 2008) 
(Ezhilarasi & Kabra, 2017) 
 
Independent Variables 
Board of directors 
Education  
For categorical independent variables, the 
Herfindahl index was used. The minimum value 
of the Herfindahl coefficient of variation indices 
equals (0) for all the diversity measures and 
maximum value equals (1). Herfindahl index is 
computed as follows: 
H = 1 – Ʃ (pi)2 
Where: 
H is the diversity measure 
Pi is the percentage of board members in each 
category of (i) has worked within Ph.D., (ii) 
Masters, (iii) undergraduate, (iv) Diploma, and (v) 
certificate. 
(Güner, Malmendier, & 
Tate, 2008) 
 
Control Variables 
Board Size 
Determined by taking the number of directors 
sitting on the board. 
(Jehn & Bezrukova, 2004; 
Roberson & Park, 2007) 
Firm Size Measured as the log of total assets. (Henry, 2010)  
Data Analysis and Model Presentation 
Data processing starts with data extraction and coding. In this study, the data were analyzed using both 
descriptive and inferential statistics. A panel data framework was used to test the hypotheses. Panel data was 
analyzed using a fixed-effect model and a random-effects model. Hausman test was performed to determine 
whether the fixed effect or the random effect is a suitable model to explain the relationship of the variables.  
The null hypothesis is that the random effect model is more suitable. However, if the null hypothesis is rejected, 
then the fixed effect model should be used. (Greene, 2008). Furthermore, if the test value of Chi-square is 
higher than the critical value, the null hypothesis is rejected, and the fixed effect is a better estimation method. 
The hypothesis used the following specified equation; 
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𝐸𝐴𝐷𝑖𝑡 =  β0it + C + β1itBED1it  +  𝜀 
Where; 
𝑬𝑨𝑫; Environmental accounting disclosure  
C; Control Variables (Board and firm size) 
α; Constant term or intercept 
𝜷𝟎 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝜷𝟏 ; Beta coefficients 
𝑩𝑬𝑫; Board education diversity  
𝜺 ; Random error term 
Results 
Descriptive statistics for the dependent, independent, and test variables are presented in Table 2. Using a scoring 
system to develop an environmental accounting index (EDI), consistent with previous study findings, our 
results indicate that the mean value of environmental accounting disclosure ranged from a minimum of 0.06 to 
a maximum of 0.87. The average value for environmental accounting disclosure was 0. 526. Although the level 
of environmental accounting reported during the period 2008 to 2017 is low on an aggregate basis, the extent 
of environmental disclosure has increased between 2008 and 2017 as well as the number of Kenyan companies 
disclosing environmental information. Indeed, despite the low average value of the environmental disclosure 
index, it has positively evolved, both overall and in each industry. Therefore, we can assert that the Kenyan 
firms’ environmental reporting practices have improved over the studied time, although their level of 
environmental disclosure still lags behind those of other developed economies, such as Spain. On average, the 
board members had postgraduate education (mean = 4.188). The board had a minimum of 2 members and a 
maximum of 7. While, on average, the board is composed of 9 members (mean = 9.422). 
Furthermore, the firm size was at a mean of 9.681, with a minimum of 8.25 and a maximum of 11.28. Also, 
board education had a positive and significant correlation with environmental accounting disclosure (r = 0.302). 
However, board size and firm size did not have a significant correlation with environmental accounting 
disclosure. 
Table 2 - Descriptive and Correlation Results 
Obs=270 Min Max Mean Sd Sk Kur EAD BED BS fs 
EAD 0.06 0.87 0.526 0.215 -0.694 1.747 1    
BED 2.36 5 4.188 0.521 -1.396 4.958 .302** 1   
BS 2 19 9.422 3.642 -0.234 1.876 -0.072 0.108 1  
FS 8.25 11.28 9.681 0.601 0.144 3.379 -0.039 -.124* -0.028 1 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).    
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).    
Diagnostic Tests 
To determine the normality of the research variables, the Jarque-Bera test for normality was utilized. Based on 
the Jarque-Bera test, if the significance level is lower than 5% (Sig< 5%), the null hypothesis is rejected at a 
confidence level of 95%.  However, the chi (2) is 0.065 which is higher than 0.05 indicating that it is not possible 
to reject the null hypothesis, hence the data is normal. The implication is that there is no violation of the normal 
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distribution assumption of error terms as the residuals are coming out to be normal. However, to recognize the 
existence of heteroscedasticity, the White test, Wooldridge and Breusch, and Pagan Lagrangian Multiplier test 
can be used. In this research, Breusch and Pagan Lagrangian Multiplier tests were utilized. The null hypothesis 
for the test indicates the presence of homoscedasticity and alternative hypothesis suggest heteroscedasticity. 
Since the p values are 0.72, the null hypothesis is accepted. The model, therefore, does not suffer from the 
heteroscedasticity issue. The variance inflation factors (VIF) test was conducted in Stata in testing for the 
existence of multicollinearity.  This test measures how the standard errors inflate the coefficients in the 
regression model, leading to a bias in the p-values. According to (Gujarati & Porter, 2008; Gupta & Nagar, 
2018) argued that VIF score that exceeds 10 indicates the presence of multicollinearity. Therefore, based on the 
mean VIF (1.350) and the individual VIF of the independent variables as shown in Table 3, depicts no 
multicollinearity is present. 
Furthermore, Wooldridge was used to evaluating autocorrelation; the results showed a p-value of 0.5652, so 
the null assumption of no autocorrelation could not be rejected at a significance level of 5%.  In this study, 
Leven, Lin and Cho, and Harris-Tzavalis tests together with a Fisher-type unit-root test were used to determine 
the presence of unit root in panel data. As shown in Table 3, the significance level is less than 5% for stationary 
testing of all the variables. Therefore, it can be implied that the research variables are stationary at a confidence 
level of 95%. 
Table 3 - Diagnostic Tests 
Normality  Jarque-Bera: normality test 11.122 
 Chi(2) 0.065 
Heteroscedasticity  chi2(1) 0.130 
 Prob > chi2 0.720 
Multicollinearity  Mean VIF 1.350 
Wooldridge test for autocorrelation   F( 1, 18) 0.343 
 Prob > F 0.565 
Levin-Lin-Chu unit-root test Statistic-Adjusted t* -42.530 
 p-value .000 
Discussion 
The study conducted a Hausman test to determine the appropriate model for the study. Based on the Hausman 
test findings, the Chi-square test statistic of 34.60 was significant (p-value = .000), indicating that the fixed-
effects model is appropriate to test the hypothesis. According to (Bickel, 2007), the fixed-effect model 
comprised of unique attributes that do not vary across times. In Table 4, the R-squared was .373 implying that 
that board education diversity, the board size, and firm size explained 37.3% variation of environmental 
accounting disclosure. 
Furthermore, there was a positive (β = 0.416) and significant (p-value = 0.000<0.05) relationship between board 
education diversity and environmental accounting disclosure of listed firms in Kenya. Based on this result, the 
study concluded that there is a significant relationship between board education diversity and environmental 
accounting disclosure of listed firms in Kenya. The findings are consistent with the argument of (Hafsi & 
Turgut, 2013) that board education diversity enhances strong voluntary disclosure. Also, board diversity is 
statistically substantial and favorably linked to social disclosures. Similarly, (Fernandez‐Feijoo et al., 2014) 
argued that board education demographic attributes had a positive relationship between disclosure (such as 
social and environmental disclosure or voluntary disclosure). This is in line (Bear et al., 2010; Post et al., 2011) 
findings that board education diversity is key strategic resources for an organization and largely contributes to 
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corporate social disclosures. While, (Harjoto et al., 2015; Katmon et al., 2019), revealed a positive association 
exists between educational level diversity and disclosure. 
Table 4 - Fixed and Random Effect 
 Random Effect  Fixed Effect  
EAD Coef. Std. Err. P>z Coef. Std. Err. P>t 
BED 0.383 0.034 0.000 0.416 0.035 0.000 
BS -0.080 0.087 0.359 -0.064 0.127 0.614 
FS 0.298 0.648 0.646 0.473 0.845 0.576 
_cons -1.482 1.483 0.318 -1.943 1.898 0.307 
R-sq:       
Within 0.373   0.374   
Between 0.014   0.011   
Overall 0.309   0.309   
Wald chi2(3) 128.730      
Prob> chi2 0.000      
F(3,240)    47.720   
Prob > F    0.000   
Hausman Test    
chi2(3) = (b-B)'[(V_b-V_B)^(-1)](b-B)   
=       34.60    
Prob>chi2 =    0.0000    
Conclusion 
Evidence from the study suggests that educated boards are associated with better environmental disclosure. 
One possible explanation is that an educated and experienced board of directors can take advantage of the 
skills, expertise, and experience of its members, thereby engaging in strategic decisions that focus on quality in 
environmental disclosure, which helps to maintain a good corporate image. There are also limited instances of 
agency problems since there is better monitoring, which is in the best interests of the shareholders. The study 
has shown that the director’s education and experience are positively associated with firm better environmental 
disclosure. It is therefore utmost necessary for firms to appoint directors that have served for more than nine 
years to the board and with high levels of education. Also, the presence of board members who are educated 
with experience will improve environmental disclosure. As such, having experienced board members should be 
a key priority for firms as it affects environmental disclosure positively or negatively.  
Empirical findings support the literature related to the accepted hypothesis and providence evidence that there 
is a strong theoretical link between board education diversity and environmentally accounting disclosure, 
especially in developing country context. The findings also favor the literature that board education diversity 
has a significant impact on environmentally accounting disclosure. However, more educated board members 
are the likelihood of environmentally accounting disclosure increases to avoid agency problems. Thus, this study 
adds in the literature from an environmental accounting disclosure perspective and especially in developing 
countries ' contexts. Additionally, it should be acknowledged that listed companies in Kenya lack bindings of 
environmentally accounting disclosure from regulatory agencies as the notion of environmentally accounting 
disclosure is somewhat new for corporate managers. From a practical implication perspective, findings reveal 
that educated board members are likely to predict environmentally accounting disclosure; however, from the 
resource dependence perspective only large firms can afford the luxury of large boards. To overcome the 
limitations in the study, there were several suggestions for future research. 
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First and foremost, future researchers could increase the scope by examining the study variables about unlisted 
firms. In other research studies, primary data can be used instead of secondary data obtained from audited 
financial reports. Lastly, board education diversity can be further analyzed basing on gender, working 
experience, professional, and academic areas of specialization. This might give a detailed overview while 
examining environmental accounting disclosure.  
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